
 
Observer #2 

 
Western Farmers is a Generation and Transmission cooperative.  We are not regulated by 
the Oklahoma Corporation Commission to set rate recovery, but by our Board of 
Trustees.  WFEC is almost totally a Rural Utility Service (US Department of Agriculture) 
Borrower and as such the specific regulations and financing rules for WFEC occur within 
the Federal Register, not at a commission, FERC or SPP. Deviation from those rules 
requires approval from that Federal Agency and those changes could take years to occur 
if ever.   
 
WFEC is a relatively small company, generates only cost of service margins for its 
members, and operates on lines of credit related to its balance sheet, and S&P credit 
rating.  As such available cash for investment in projects outside the above mentioned 
RUS process are limited and if very large impractical. 
 
WFEC/RUS accounting is somewhat different from FERC accounting, and needs to be 
accommodated, we have no ability to change. 
 
Southwest Power Pool membership and rules set forth in this new process cannot change 
the federal rules regulating WFEC, and in fact many decisions that seem rational for 
other utilities may or may not work for a Generation and Transmission Cooperative.  It 
isn’t a matter of wanting things to work, our business plan  is fairly specific and isn’t 
WFEC’s plan to change. The RUS is not a part of the regulatory process within SPP as 
are the state commissions, and these problems apparently fall through the cracks in the 
process. 
 
Just bear in mind these unique business plans when trying to find solutions, and that 
WFEC is not particularly flexible in some of these matters.  Those are just our rules. As 
the only G&T who is an RUS borrower, and owns Generation and transmission, our 
situation is unique within SPP. 
 
 

Observer #3 
 
While this is not a major issue for the Synergistic Planning Project, the topic did come up 
during the Balanced Portfolio Presentation, and I think it needs to be clarified. 
  
During the discussion, a question regarding the B/C for the Tolk-Potter upgrade was 
raised.  The Screening analysis performed in 2007 used several assumptions regarding 
generation that are no longer valid, and is only meant to be a tool for ranking individual 
projects.  It is not a full 10 year analysis and does not reflect the B/C for an individual 
project as that project relates to other upgrades in a portfolio.  The Tolk-Potter project 
had a B/C of over 7, placing it on the top of the list of all the projects that were evaluated. 
While Tolk-Potter is a high benefit project, its B/C in the context of portfolio 3-A with 



existing wind of 2.6 GW and absent the Holcomb coal-fired plant can be calculated by 
comparing portfolios 3-A and 3-B. The results of this comparision are shown below. 
  
Economics of Tolk-Potter 345 Line and Transformer   
Using 18% Fixed Charge Rate and 8% Discount Rate   
Results from October 2008 CAWG Meeting     
            
2.6 GW Wind Millions of Dollars $M per Year   
  E&C 10 yr  PV Levelized Levelized   
Portfolio Cost Benefit Costs Benefits B/C 
3-A $584 $776 $105.1 $107.0 1.02
3-B $545 $693 $98.1 $95.6 0.97
Tolk-Potter $39 $83 $7.0 $11.4 1.63
            
Note:  These values will change with updated production cost models 
and with using fully modeled 10 year benefits.     
The difference between Portfolio 3-A and 3-B is that 3-B has Tolk-Potter 
345 kV line and transformer at Potter removed.     
  
At this time I do not have the data to show the zones that are benefiting from the Tolk-
Potter upgrades, but in future portfolio runs, this will be calculated. 
 

Observer #4 
 
Mark Rossi suggested that goals be defined. It was a useful exercise to explore since 
implicitly, the thought process suggests courses of action that might be considered 
Following are some ideas that came to mind and may generate some discussion. 
. 
 (1) Augment Reliability; Increase the robustness of our grid 

(a) Set basic criteria at something more expansive than N minus 1 [N-1]. 
(Currently we use N-1 at Peak Load; N-2 is probably too expansive; develop 
a middle ground ) 

(b) Increase reserve requirement say from 12% to 20% (?) 
(c)Define recurring/persistent market congestion nodes as “impending reliability                  
issues “and incorporate projects to address this congestion in the Base Plan. 
(d) The approval and issuance of NTC letters do not insure compliance; project 
monitoring is voluntary. We should consider tightening the follow-up, for 
example: 

(i)Require periodic status reports from Tx owners/sponsors 
(ii)Reduce 3 yr. extensions/deferrals drastically (6 months?) 
(iii) Develop Non –compliance procedures 
 



(2)Increase Market Competition  
        Greater number of “economic” TX projects will promote competition. Current 
analysis is too conservative and could be a disincentive to install new Tx. 
       Actions: 

(a) Improve Economic Modeling. 
       (i)Time Horizon; 
A ten (10) year horizon is unrealistic given that the economic life of transmission 
[Tx] lines is closer to 30 years. (Changing the models to 20 -30 yrs. may 
introduce “analysis paralysis.” Consider introducing an “End Value” concept in 
the model’s Present Value calculations covering years 10 to 30. For example, 
assume the projected benefits in the 10th   year will repeat annually for another 20 
years; calculate an “end value” benefit.) 
       (ii) Discount Rate 
Insure the Present Value Discount Rate used in the calculations reflects the high 
leverage (low cost of capital) typical for Tx lines. 
 
 

Some other thoughts: 
(1) Region Wide Long Term Planning 

The EHV project has shown the benefit of looking beyond reliability and 
known economic projects to a more proactive long term view. The concept 
has become the structure for Tx expansion in our foot print. This broader long 
term planning process should be institutionalized and undertaken say every 
three years. It should also attempt to incorporate the sourcing of generation 
 

 (2) Cost Allowcation   
                          [a] Exports…….Any effective use of the regions Renewable Resource 
potentials, such as wind and solar requires exports from our footprint; this involves 
SEAMS   and cross border cost allocations and/or integration into the National energy 
distribution concept. Develop an approach and seek approval for a mechanism to transfer 
a portion of “export related” projects costs to entities adjoining our footprint …..Could 
SPP incorporate a “royalty” into any exported energy? 
                          [b]  Very high voltage Tx  may be oversized for todays load requirements 
but will be required to fully develop renewable sources in the future..Select desirable 
EHV lines based on Long Term Plan [mentioned above] and socialize that portion of the 
costs that cannot be economically justified based on current projections . 
 
 
 (3) Metrics:       
        The cost of Tx is only 7 to 8% of the total cost of energy. This reality doesn’t 
show up in our cost benefit analysis since Cost/ Benefits are project related. Suggest we 
consider introducing a pro forma “cents per average monthly customer bill” in all 
projects to reinforce the final cost outcome to the consumer. 
   

 Observer #5 
 



There are four critical issues the Synergistic Planning Project Team (SSPT) should 
address: 
 
Cost Allocation and Cost Recovery: Transmission planning and the build-out of a robust 
grid simply will not be successful without clear, straightforward, and fair cost allocation. 
Moreover, transmission owners must have certainty regarding the recovery of their costs. 
 
Cost allocation: Currently there are multiple and confusing cost allocation 
methodologies. We recommend a single cost allocation methodology that is predictable 
and easy to implement. We believe that a "highway/byway" methodology, using 345kV 
and above as the highway and lower voltages as the byway, would meet the necessary 
criteria of being straightforward, easy to implement, and applicable to all transmission 
facilities. This methodology allocates the costs of facilities that provide regional benefits 
on a regional level, and the costs of facilities that provide more localized benefits on a 
local (zonal) level. 
 
Cost recovery: Sufficient investment will not be made if there is uncertainty regarding 
full and timely cost recovery for transmission investments. This is even more critical in 
today's economic climate. Both the SPP and the RSC must fully support timely and 
complete cost recovery for it to be implemented in federal and state jurisdictions. To this 
end, we supports Commissioner Suskie's comments at the February 6th meeting, 
advocating for timely and complete recovery of transmission investments. A clear path to 
cost recovery at the state and federal levels aligns the SPP's interests in the timely 
development of the grid with those of a utility and its customers. 
 
System Transmission Planning: The transmission needs for the SPP region are significant 
and will continue to challenge the region as the SPP footprint grows, and as wind energy 
starts to play a larger role in the SPP generation portfolio. We encourage SPP to embrace 
the goal of planning transmission systems, rather than transmission lines. To do this the 
following actions need to be taken: 
 

• Streamlining and simplifying regional planning efforts. Currently, SPP has 
numerous planning initiatives (Balanced Portfolio, EHV Overlay, transmission 
requirements for cluster analysis, Joint Coordinated System Plan) that are largely 
independent of each other. The result is a fragmented approach to transmission planning. 
Each of these initiatives utilizes different processes, cost allocation methodologies, 
cost/benefit analyses, etc. We need to take a holistic approach to planning and avoid 
looking at each of these initiatives in isolation. We support consolidating these into one 
comprehensive regional planning process. 

 
• Aligning Planning Horizons: A policy issue the SPPT should address as part of 

this process is extending the term of the current planning horizon and analysis. 
Transmission assets have long lives and take years to site and construct. Performing an 
economic analysis on a 10 year basis for an asset that lasts well over thirty (30) years 
does not reflect the true value of transmission, and will eliminate projects that over their 
life are economically justifiable. For instance, any economic analysis of the EHV overlay 



should include the life expectancy of the assets, with a minimum consideration of twenty 
years. 

 
Core Operation Improvements: As you know, transmission service requests and 
interconnection studies take significant time to complete, which creates undue business 
risk on the requestors. Recent measures by SPP and the Aggregate Study Improvement 
Task Force should help, although it will take time for these improvements to be fully 
realized. Necessary additional improvements in the process should be driven by the 
SPPT, establishing clear goals and timelines to grant or deny requests. 
 
A primary and fundamental responsibility of SPP as an RTO is to evaluate and process 
transmission requests, and as such, SPP must maintain a priority to ensure adequate staff 
is consistently dedicated to this core function. We are concerned that the large number of 
other projects and issues are unduly constraining SPP's resources and preventing the SPP 
from placing the proper priority on these requests. we urge the SPPT to focus on those 
steps that will allow SPP to prioritize this core function. 
 
Seam Agreements: Development of a robust transmission grid in the SPP, and in 
particular a strong EHV backbone system, will be hindered without appropriate seams 
agreements. The most critical seams agreement is with Entergy. We appreciate SPP's 
efforts to dialogue with Entergy and recognize that SPP can't, on its own, force a seams 
agreement to be executed.  However, with the coordinated support from SPP members, 
the RSC, and FERC, we're hopeful that SPP can begin serious negotiations with Entergy 
to improve the reliability and efficiency of the combined systems. We encourage the 
SPPT to make this a priority. 
 
We would also observe that some misunderstandings or misconceptions came up in the 
last SPPT meeting. For instance, that TOs have "known" what projects needed to be built 
for over 20 years, and simply did not complete the job. Transmission planning has 
changed dramatically over the last 20 years, reflecting the significantly different uses of 
the transmission grid (among other factors), and so has the knowledge of "necessary" 
projects. Since SPP members that are not on the SPPT cannot respond to those 
misconceptions during the meetings, we appreciate SPP's efforts to "set the record" 
straight when statements like that are made. 
 
We firmly believes that SPP needs a robust transmission system to support renewables as 
well as new fossil generation, and to address reliability and congestion concerns. We 
stand ready and willing to support SPP in the development of this much needed 
expansion. We look forward to working with SPP and its stakeholders as you move 
forward to implement the results of the EHV Overlay .study. 
 

 Observer #6 
 
We are glad to have had the opportunity participate via conference call at the February 
6th meeting of the SPP Synergistic Planning Project.  During the course of the meeting, 
there was great discussion about the policies SPP should adopt through its holistic 



approach to transmission planning, and how the group should define success of the 
overall project.  We offer the following comments for your consideration as you further 
refine the transmission planning processes at SPP. 
 
Transmission Policy 
 
Transmission is a great enabler of all uses of the power network: generator 
interconnection, load reliability and expansion, smart grid applications, emerging 
technologies, and interstate power commerce to name a few.  Transmission plans need to 
accommodate all of these applications, and can not limit themselves to a subset of these 
goals.  Transmission needs to not only accommodate existing and traditional generation 
resources and dispatch patterns, but need to be prospective in their assessment of 
emerging resource portfolios, such as large penetrations of wind resources, coal-by-wire, 
pumped-storage hydro, etc.  Transmission must continue to assess reliability needs, and 
offer solutions to create and maintain a robust grid, be it thermal capacity, voltage 
stability, or even rotor angle stability.  These can be accomplished with the correct 
application of transmission investment at all voltage levels, and through the beneficial 
deployment of reactive devices and technologies in the most beneficial regions of the 
grid.  Transmission can also facilitate other regional goals through increased transfer 
capability on key interfaces, and even relieving internal flowgates.  A holistic approach to 
transmission planning should consider all of these benefits of transmission, and seek to 
develop Regional plans to achieve them.  This synthesis of transmission development 
with transmission usage should be a key objective of the Synergistic Planning Project. 
 
SPP should view EHV development as a Regional policy, and not simply an activity to 
consider as part of other, fragmented processes.  The development of EHV is often 
secondary to “band-aid,” low-cost approaches to transmission solutions.  Through a 
comprehensive EHV development program, SPP can ensure the correct mix of voltage 
levels throughout the Region, and may help to alleviate multiple lower-voltage issues 
with investment in a high voltage overlay. 
 
This is an opportunity for SPP to help set the agenda for national debate.  Through a 
proactive assessment of transmission planning, SPP can demonstrate how to prepare the 
nation’s power grid for the emerging uses and technologies of the 21st century. 
 
Defining Success 
 
The Synergistic Planning Project should consider defining success as the ability to move 
large-scale EHV projects out of the planning process and into construction.  Two of the 
key components of the Synergistic Planning Project – the Balanced Portfolio and the 
EHV Overlay – currently contain numerous projects which will bring great benefits to the 
SPP Region as a whole, but have currently stalled in their ability to move conceptual 
plans into reality.  Success of any holistic approach to retooling the Regional planning 
processes should hinge on the new process’ ability to generate investment in 
transmission. 
 



Success of the Synergistic Planning Project may well hinge upon the ability to allocate 
costs on a Regional basis for beneficial projects contained in bona fide Regional planning 
studies.  One participant at the February 6th meeting suggested that cost allocation would 
not be a part of a redesign of the planning efforts at SPP, and that cost allocation is best 
investigated by the Regional State Committee’s Cost Allocation Working Group.  While 
the CAWG may be in the best position to refine the mechanics of a regional cost 
allocation methodology, the failure to address cost allocation issues in concert with the 
holistic approach to Regional planning may continue to hamper the development of 
actionable transmission plans due the lack of certainty transmission investors will 
continue to experience. 
 

 Observer #7 
 
I would like to offer the attached word document with some of my thoughts regarding the 
future of planning at SPP.  Many of these thoughts were shared in presentation a few 
weeks ago, but I want to make sure that they are captured in this process. 
  
Additionally, I am a fan of the Manhattan Institute.  The Million-Volt Answer to Oil 
report from last October posted at http://www.manhattan-institute.org/html/eper_03.htm 
seems to be timely and appropriate in several respects.  The Executive Summary is a 
must read.  This report includes many tables and graphs with compelling data.  Following 
are some excerpts of the report, which are noteworthy in my opinion: 
  
The most important economic fact about electricity, however, is that most of its cost isn’t 
tied to fuel at all. The expensive part is the hardware that turns cheap, raw fuel into high-
grade power at the plug. 
... 
  
This capital-intensive, technology-rich infrastructure also keeps getting smarter and more 
efficient. 
... 
  
Seen from a distance, every power plant is a fickle source of power—some of the time 
nearby residents need all its power, so none of it can be used farther away, but when they 
don’t, the surplus power can be shipped out of town. The flip side of less demand is more 
supply, and demand varies a lot from hour to hour, day to day, and season to season. 
... 
  
The grid cuts across all the varied costs of capital, fuel, and environmental impacts, and 
all variations in demand as well. A grid with a broader reach shifts the economic 
advantage toward bigger plants, more capital, cheaper fuel, lower environmental impacts, 
and cheaper mitigation of those impacts, because more grid pools more users and thus 
turns fickle peaks and valleys into flat, steady baseload demand. But the grid’s wires 
aren’t free, either. The hard part is working out just how much capital invested in grid 
will minimize costs overall. 
... 



According to one recent analysis, windmills located principally in the heartland could 
meet over 25 percent of current U.S. electricity requirements (or 20 percent of projected 
demand in 2030) if linked to population centers across the country by 19,000 miles of 
high-voltage grid.[13] Such a grid would cost an estimated $60 billion to build. A 
somewhat larger, 21,000-mile grid designed to network all major sources of electricity, 
including wind, might look something like the one shown in the accompanying 
conceptual map, and would cost about $75 billion. That would add roughly 0.3 cents to 
the current 9-cent average retail price of electricity.[15]  
Backbone lines operating at very high voltage are extraordinarily efficient, both 
electrically and economically.  
... 
Until quite recently, the technology needed to knit electricity markets together via a 
backbone grid spanning the country wasn’t practical—and policymakers weren’t 
interested, in any event. 
... 
Economic policy is still constrained, however, by engineering reality. Power is traded 
over wires, and the trading ends where the wires end, and stops when the wires are fully 
loaded. 
... 
Overlaid on the existing, fragmented system, a backbone grid would let cheap power 
chase high demand around the clock and across the country. It would squeeze 
significantly more electricity out of every dollar of invested capital and every dollar spent 
on raw fuel. Just how much money this would save is quite easy to calculate in principle, 
but the details get complicated fast. The numbers included here are very rough, but 
they’re good enough to show that a good bit of easy money lies scattered across 
America’s 3-million-square-mile electrical table. 
... 
An analysis of 2002 data by the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) 
concluded that using idle nighttime capacity in existing power plants and wires to 
recharge plug-in hybrid cars would lower the average cost of electricity in a fairly typical 
urban market (Cincinnati’s) by about 8 percent.[18]  
... 
Any plant linked to a grid that spans four time zones need not be idle often. With current 
transmission technology, a plant located in, say, Lebanon, Kansas, the geographic center 
of the contiguous United States, would be within easy reach of peak loads on both coasts 
and everywhere in between, as the peaks roll from east to west across the continent. If a 
backbone grid allowed the average plant to be fully used an average of fifteen hours a day 
rather than the current twelve, the average capital-related cost of electricity would drop 
20 percent. 
... 
The savings that the grid delivers will only increase as environmental costs are 
progressively folded into the economic spreadsheets. 
... 
  



A backbone grid’s ability to wheel wind power across the continent in sync with the sun 
would allow free wind to displace expensive gas electricity at least several additional 
hours per day, and coal-fired electricity the rest of the time. 
... 
A backbone grid built with state-of-the-art high-voltage technology could move 25 
percent of America’s power over very long distances, at a cost well under 0.5 cents per 
kilowatt-hour moved. Price spreads tied to fuel costs alone often run 5 cents or more, and 
idle capital currently adds about 1 to 2 cents to the average cost of generation. Moving 
that much power across a 5-cent price spread would cut America’s electricity bill by 
about 10 percent directly, and by considerably more than that over the longer term. 
Boosting consumption of electricity by 30 percent for heating and recharging plug-in 
hybrids during off-peak hours would lower the average price of electricity by another 15 
percent or so.  
... 
The PNNL analysis concludes that idle capacity and today’s grid could power about 85 
percent of all the miles driven by passenger cars, pickups, and SUVs. That would 
displace about one-third of total U.S. oil consumption. By allowing Texas to export 
power to other areas, a backbone grid would boost the total by several more percentage 
points. By providing access to more idle capacity and significantly cheaper off-peak 
electricity, a backbone grid would also accelerate the transition to plug-in hybrids and 
support close to 100 percent electricity-for-oil displacement in vehicles that are 
themselves idle enough of the time to be refueled at the plug rather than the pump. 
... 
Electricity is also the one immediately practical, affordable, near-term answer to oil, 
because technologies that substitute electricity for oil are here and now, and because we 
already generate electricity in quantities huge enough to displace really serious amounts 
of oil. Electricity is therefore the key to U.S. energy independence. 
... 
Our grid weaned itself from oil almost thirty years ago. Much of the rising demand for oil 
in China, India, and other developing countries, by contrast, can be traced to diesel 
generators. We are poised to propel cars with cheap electricity, while they are still 
scrambling to generate expensive electricity with truck engines and string wires to form 
their first real grid. 
... 
The U.S. grid is by far the most ubiquitous and advanced energy delivery network in the 
country and on the planet. Building out a backbone grid—a financially modest 
undertaking for an industry as large as the power industry already is—will unleash 
innovation and competition on both the supply side and the demand side of our energy 
market. It should therefore be built, and on the double. To get over $4 gas, we should let 
American capital, labor, and know-how get on with what they already do so well, and 
connect us to the 4-cent electricity. 
 
I apologize for the length of this email, but these extracts really got my attention and I felt 
compelled to share them with you.  I  appreciate your time and attention to this critically 
important initative and would be happy to answer any questions which may arise from 
this email or these attachments.  Best of luck... 



 
The time for deterministic criteria and metrics has passed for bulk power, EHV (>200 
kV)  transmission expansion planning.  Existing NERC Standards and SPP Criteria are 
appropriate for compliance, in an era of mandatory and enforceable reliability standards.   
 
GI needs to focus on dispatchable, non-intermittent resources.  Get the renewable 
resources, like wind and solar, out of the traditional generation interconnection queue.   
 
Transmission service for renewable resources needs to be provided on a contingent firm 
basis and not for nameplate capabilities.  Transmission expansion plans for intermittent 
or variable resources (gen and load) must be based on expected needs, not aggregate 
nameplate capabilities.  Transmission service needs to be comparable and non-
discriminatory to the extent there is no undue discrimination.  Contingent firm 
transmission service is needed with acceptable and known risk profiles associated with 
service under specified terms and conditions.  Statistical probabilities for individual and 
aggregate renewable resources, including diversity of resources across SPP and expected 
contributions toward resource adequacy must be captured in planning and operations.  
Similar treatment needs to be made for Demand Response, although it is undeniably the 
most reliable resource available and is more dispatchable than any alternative, assuming 
it is on-line to start and responds appropriately to the dispatch signals.  The penalty for 
non-performance of a DR during an emergency must be very, very high.  DRs which are 
large enough to jeopardize system security must have over capabilities provided to 
Reliability Coordinators.     Probabilistic and Value-Based Planning concepts need to be 
the cornerstones and core drivers for efficient and effective bulk power transmission 
expansion planning. 
 
Transmission expansion planning needs to be comprehensive and holistic.  Transmission 
expansion planning should not stop at 69 kV POR or delivery point for a TDU which is 
driven by contracts or definition of what’s jurisdictional under an OATT when delivery 
to the city gate is provided at the end of a 69 or 34 kV transmission line.  Need 
comparable treatment of all transmission facilities and customers.   
 
Cost recover mechanisms of past are not appropriate for bulk power transmission 
expansion planning, e.g., >200kV.  Local area planning must be transparent and provide 
least cost solutions to address all customer needs with fair and simple cost allocation for 
zonal upgrades. Local plans needs to provide deference to regional plans with regional 
cost allocation mechanisms to address the incremental investment above those associated 
with approved local/zonal upgrades.   This concept needs to be extrapolated to inter-
regional, interconnection wide and national grid planning.     
   
SPP’s future is an energy market, with adequate rules or protocols to ensure reliability.  
Long range planning studies need to focus on development of a robust grid for future 
which frame reasonable expectations.  Decisions need to be made on implementing 
projects ASAP based on 20-25 year projections capturing all realistic and quantifiable 
benefits which are supported by stakeholders and SPP Executive management, not just 
Adjusted Production Cost over a 10 year horizon.   Continuous restudy needs to be 



performed going forward to ensure incremental expansion is prudent.  But decisions need 
to be made and projects implemented because doing nothing has a cost.  We must  
accurately and effectively demonstrate and communicate the cost of doing nothing.   
 
Cost allocation and recovery is the real barriers.  Old protocols that may have worked for 
GTs interconnecting to load pockets will not work for remote, intermittent resources, gen 
or load, particularly those that are not dispatchable.  SPP can not assign Network 
Upgrades for wind farms to host utilities beyond reasonable penetration levels (20%).  
The GI Cluster Study may be fatally flawed if it’s true that financing of $2B+ for 35 
developers for 60 projects can not be synchronized and obtained in reality.  So what’s 
next… 
 
EHV (>200 kV) design standards are needed in SPP.  EHV projects above $50M need to 
be awarded to the lowest cost, qualified transmission entity.  In addition, SPP needs to 
provide leadership on EHV transmission asset management with procedures and 
protocols for performance metrics, sparing philosophies and practices, risk mitigation, 
etc.  
 
To be continued…   
 

 Observer #8 
 
OBSERVATION FROM 2-24 DISCUSSION: 
 
One of the facts difficult to avoid of the “robust transmission system” will be its final cost 
to use.  That final end use cost will be the economic threshold everyone uses to find 
cheaper alternatives that do not use the “robust transmission system”.  Those alternatives 
include Distributive Generation, Demand response, and a whole slew of other 
possibilities.  Additionally in that final cost economics, the end delivered product will 
have some bearing.  For example, we know wind energy costs slightly less than 6 cents 
per kwh.  If transmission and ancillary services add enough to that cost, it will allow less 
efficient wind and renewable projects regionally to develop that have less efficiency, but 
lower delivered cost. 
 
SPP needs to quantify that $4 per consumer month analysis.  I would prefer some type of 
cents per kwh analysis.  To my knowledge SPP has no real data on our end use 
consumers or how much they use. 
 

 Observer #9 
 
I wish to thank you for the opportunity to review the Synergistic Planning Project Report 
dated March 29, 2009.   Overall I have been pleased with the forward look the SPP staff 
has taken in looking at the needs of the RTO out into the future.  I commend the Task 
Force in its struggle with trying to come to grips on processes that would help coordinate 
SPP staff’s efforts in planning.  However, I am somewhat disappointed in the direction 
that appears to be coming about as a result of this effort.  Such is always the case when 



not all the facts are in and one tries to solve a perceived problem and not the real 
problem.   Having been a planner for most all of my utility career, I always was amused 
at efforts taken to solve a problem that was not the real problem because of their 
eagerness to “get something done”. 
 
Yes, we need to be looking at the long term impacts of our near term decisions.  Yes, we 
need to have a plan.  Yes, we need this plan to involve all stakeholders to enable us to 
determine the best solutions to the “real problem”.   Which means we need to identify the 
real problem that needs to be solved to which , I believe, has not been done as yet, but 
which has been touched upon by many comments at several meetings between SPP staff 
and its stakeholders.  One of the most difficult tasks we all face is to “listen” to what is 
being said.  Example: on page 1 of the report it states “it it time to look at all of these 
processes in a collective fashion to bring about coordinated interactions such that the 
combined effect is greater than the sum of these individual efforts”.  From a customer of 
SPP’s point of view, SPP’s primary concern should be providing the needed service when 
it is required.   The study process is so fragmented by the presence of the multiple BA’s 
and their protective positions, that the needs of the customer are ignored and many cases 
trampled upon -  regulatory protectionism not excluded.  The second issue I see is also 
located on page 1 “…strategic issues including transmission service, generator 
interconnection, EHV inter-regional transmission, wind integration, etc”.  A small but 
most important issue omitted from this listing is the protection of rights invested by the 
customer over time in the system.  The process in place today favors the larger TO’s at 
the expense of the smaller municipals and coops often referred to as the transmission 
dependent utilities.   The current process is discriminatory and preferential.   All one has 
to do is look at the results of the AG study process and the impacts associated with the 
larger system versus the smaller ones.         
 
I see two important steps that must be taken in order for SPP to succeed in moving 
forward with a coordinated plan: 1) SPP must become the “planner”  as if the SPP 
footprint were one customer with multiple needs; and 2) the RSC needs to become a SPP 
“regulator” in cooperation with FERC to agree upon how cost allocation should be 
handled in a fair and non-discriminatory manner.  Absent these conditions, no individual 
entity will be willing to fully participate in a process that doesn’t protect their specific 
needs and may indeed be contrary to its perceived goals – “get the herd headed in the 
same direction”. 
 
Look forward to your “progress”. 
 

 Observer #10 
 
We appreciate the important task that the SPP Board of Directors has given the 
Synergistic Planning Project Team (SPPT) and we thank the SPPT for its efforts to date.  
We believe that the efforts should provide the SPP RSC and Board of Directors with 
good guidance in setting forth the direction to evaluate and develop a well thought out 
and managed plan for cost effective improvements to SPP’s existing processes and 
transmission infrastructure to meet members’ future transmission service needs. 



 
We appreciate the opportunity to monitor the SPPT’s working meetings and opportunity 
to share some thoughts during the March 31, 2009 technical conference.  We encourage 
the SPPT and SPP BOD to consider additional technical conferences and forums for 
comment and participation. 
 
As a result of the technical conference and further discussions with SPP members and 
SPPT members, we have a few additional questions/comments for the SPPT to consider 
as it moves toward making its final recommendations. 
 
In the “introduction” of the draft report, the SPPT states that the SPP should take this 
opportunity to press for a regional solution and promote its views on a national level “so 
as to avoid being reactive to these national proposals”. 
 
1) Would it be more appropriate, given where things are in DC, to develop a 
regional solution “so as to complement” likely national proposals from technical and 
cost allocation perspectives that proactively promote the long term expansion of an 
adequate SPP transmission system?” 
   
2) Could legislation be advocated to “exempt’ RTO regions/customers, from a 
national transmission tax, that develop their own EHV expansion plan/cost 
allocation policy? 
 
3) Should a priority action item/recommendation be to focus on a technical 
design of the SPP portion of the national EHV, which includes 
integration/underlying facility requirements, and have cost estimates and a “shovel 
ready” plan, with a regional cost allocation solution ready – if no national cost 
allocation solution is forthcoming. 
 
The SPPT was asked to “think out of the box” and be unencumbered to come up with its 
principles/recommendations. 
   
4) Has the SPPT refined its Principles and Recommendations based on its belief 
that these principles and recommendations can be successfully implemented given 
current regulatory processes, past and current FERC and state policies on the 
planning processes and cost allocation.  
  
5) Are the recommendations for implementation achievable given we are today 
in a multi-state geographic and jurisdictional areas of state commissions and the 
FERC??   
 
The SPPT discussed what its view of ‘robust’ transmission system is, which includes 
interconnects between the eastern and western areas of SPP footprint as well as focus on 
“priority system investments”.   
 



6) Can the SPPT further explain how to accomplish equitable robustness 
between the eastern and western portions of SPP?   
 
7) Shouldn’t the west to east interconnections include the eastern portion of 
SPP that include NW Arkansas and the Ozarks? Eastern SPP is not SE Kansas or 
Central Arkansas.  Eastern SPP includes Southwest Missouri, NW Missouri, and 
NW Arkansas loads, which are growing.  Load pockets in south Kansas City areas 
(Harrisonville, Belton) and Joplin, Springfield, Bolivar, and Branson, Missouri (SW 
Missouri) as well as NW Arkansas cities of Rogers and Bentonville are growing 
loads within Eastern SPP.  
 
8) Should a robust system, include at a minimum, sufficient 
interconnection/export infrastructure with SEAMs out of SPP so that wind can be 
exported to maintain the reliability of the SPP grid?   
 
9) The SPPT indicates that a robust system should “strengthen existing ties to 
the Eastern Interconnection.  Should addressing SEAMs cost allocation be more 
than “encouraged”, but rather addressed/resolved?   
 
10) Should the SPPT reference the Wind Integration Task Force’s efforts and 
importance of the study results? 
 
Cost Recovery Section 2. Synergistic Planning Principles. #4. The SPPT states that 
“members with cost recovery uncertainties relating to transmission costs should ‘begin” 
the process of working with their respective regulators to establish the appropriate cost 
recovery methods”.   
 
11) Is it the intent of the SPPT to simply start the discussions within each state or 
to achieve an ‘acceptable’ resolution to Cost Recovery concerns of the members?   
 
12) Shouldn’t the SPPT be more affirmative in its recommendation on this very 
important issue?  
 
13) Integrated Planning Process. #3.  Integrated Planning Process. Given where FERC 
is on separate processes and that SPP has a FERC approved planning process with 
pending modifications before FERC, how should the SPP proceed with a “less 
complex” Integrated Planning Process implementation without significant 
disruption/degradation of existing processes for the provision of services?  It would 
seem that an effective transition/change management plan is critical to the success of 
these recommendations. 
 
14) If we implement an EHV backbone at 765KV, it seems as though it will drive the 
costs of interconnection higher for fossil units, including quick start combustion turbines.  
Is it the intent of the SPPT that transmission facilities needed to interconnect “any” 
proposed generation facility to the EHV would be integration facilities and 
regionalized as part of the highway?   


